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land full of promise. His courage and desire
for success made him a hero to his people
and a leader among men.

Today, centuries later, we recognize this
historic day to pay tribute to Christopher Co-
lumbus and all Americans who boldly strive for
success in their communities. By making the
most out of Columbus’s discovery every day
the American people have distinguished them-
selves as an exceptional Nation.

Columbus Day celebrates our proud and
united people and recognizes in particular the
unique Italian-American experience. With
strong leadership and eternal pride, Italian-
American communities distinguish themselves
through a strong sense of family and dedica-
tion to their youth.

Through the work of such groups as UNICO
National, an organization committed to support
youth programs, community development and
other charitable societies, children and adults
in the Italian-American community view the
achievements of past leaders and understand
what actions epitomize role models. Without
the unceasing efforts of an exceptional staff,
UNICO National would not enjoy the success
and prestige that have come to characterize
the organization.

In honor of their dedication to the growth
and development of their communities and the
United States as a whole, one day a year is
devoted to acknowledging the contributions
and achievements of Italian-Americans. Happy
Columbus Day to my fellow Italian-Americans
as they celebrate our patriotic heritage.
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Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speaker,
today marks the last day of existence for the
Congressional Office of Technology Assess-
ment [OTA]. For 23 years OTA has served the
American public by giving invaluable guidance
and analysis on the dizzying array of techno-
logical advances we face in modern society. In
its ignorance, Congress has voted to end this
institution. It will be missed.

In recent months, I have seen a lot of mind-
less things being done in the American
public’s name. First we saw science-based
regulatory decisionmaking being used as a
slogan for the process of gutting Federal
health and safety regulations. Then we have
witnessed the slashing of research budgets
designed to provide the science upon which
these decisions were to be based. Across
government, research and development budg-
ets have been cut in order to pay for tax cuts
that we don’t need.

This mindless approach to government sub-
stitutes public relations gimmicks for policy,
trying to palm off as reforms simplistic propos-
als to sell House office buildings, dissolve cab-
inet agencies, and end daily ice deliveries to
House offices. The unfortunate irony of this
process is that the victim of this irrationality
has been an agency set up to make the legis-
lative process more rational: OTA.

I was serving in Congress in the mid-1960’s
when we first discussed the need for OTA. In
what seems like the dark ages, before e-mail,

genetic engineering, flip phones, and dozens
of other technologies that have changed our
lives, we were concerned that the rush of
technological advance would overwhelm our
ability to make rational political judgments. We
looked over the various congressional support
agencies and did not find the kind of scientific
and technological expertise needed to address
the challenge. So, we created OTA, an agen-
cy that has served Congress well in the inter-
vening years.

In recent months we have heard many criti-
cisms of OTA, as those intent upon issuing
press releases on the downsizing of govern-
ment focused upon that agency’s elimination.
Some said that OTA studies took too long. But
the OTA was established to provide com-
prehensive, balanced analysis of complex
questions. It looked at the technology, at its
social and economic impacts, and then made
a range of recommendations for congressional
action. That process takes a long time. For
those with short attention spans, those who
fear factual information because their minds
are already made up, and those who never
get past the executive summary of ‘‘shake and
bake’’ boiler-plate policy reviews, OTA prob-
ably takes too long. For those of us who take
our elective responsibilities seriously, careful
analysis is a necessity.

Some critics have maintained that other
congressional support agencies could accom-
plish the same task. That was not the case in
1972 and is even less true today. None of the
support agencies have the expertise that OTA
had on science and technology issues. None
of these agencies employ the use of a bal-
anced panel of outside experts and stakehold-
ers to review the issue under examination.
None of these agencies have a bipartisan, bi-
cameral governing body to insure neutrality
and independence. None of these agencies
have a science advisory panel composed of
world-class science and technology leaders.
Each of these agencies have expertise and
produce competent studies, but none can
produce the high-quality in-depth studies for
which OTA has become internationally known.

And I disagree with those who say that the
executive branch, or the National Academy of
Sciences, or some department of science
could provide this information. These are not
congressional agencies. They cannot tailor in-
formation to the unique needs of the legisla-
tive branch. And, as we determined when we
first looked at this issue in the 1960’s, we did
not want the legislative held captive to infor-
mation produced by the executive branch,
without regard to which party is in the White
House.

Mr. Speaker, as someone who was around
at the birth of this agency, it saddens me to
be present at its death. It saddens me to see
dedicated public servants turned out of jobs
that they performed with outstanding com-
petence, even up until the final hours today.
Each of us owes a debt of gratitude to those
people and each of us has a responsibility to
help them make the transition to another posi-
tion. For those of my colleagues who are un-
aware, these people cannot use the
Ramspeck provisions to move into civil service
jobs. In fact they do not even have active civil
service status. We have treated these people
poorly and they deserve much better.

Let me conclude with an observation made
by a former OTA employee who stated OTA’s
task as being to create for Congress a ‘‘de-

fense against the dumb.’’ It is shameful that in
the end, OTA was defenseless against a very
dumb decision by Congress.
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Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay trib-

ute to Cleveland L. Robinson, distinguished
leader of the trade union movement and fight-
er for economic and civil rights. Indeed, he
spent his life working for the poor and for
those who have the least. Mr. Robinson’s life
is a great example of leadership for the new
generation. Mr. Robinson passed away on Au-
gust 23, 1995, and was buried in New York.
In honor of Mr. Robinson and for the edifi-
cation of my colleagues. I introduce the follow-
ing statement:

CLEVELAND L. ROBINSON

Cleveland Lowellyn Robinson was born De-
cember 12, 1914, in Swaby Hope, a rural par-
ish of Manchester, in Jamaica. He worked as
an assistant teacher and then as a police of-
ficer until he emigrated to the United States
in 1914.

Cleve, as he was known to all, began his
union career in the United States in 1946,
when he successfully led an effort to
unionize the Manhattan dry goods company,
where he worked. He joined the staff of Dis-
trict 65 as an organizer in 1947, was elected
vice-president of the union in 1950 and sec-
retary-treasury in 1952, a post he held until
his retirement in 1992. During the 1950s and
1960s, Cleve led the Negro Affairs Committee,
supervised the union’s work in the south,
and led its adult literacy and vocational edu-
cation programs.

During the fifties, he worked with A. Phil-
ip Randolph to found the Negro American
Labor Council and become the council’s
president upon Randolph’s retirement in
1966. Cleve was a charter member of the or-
ganization’s successor, the National Coali-
tion of Black Trade Unionists, and served as
CBTU’s executive vice-president until his
death.

Cleve was a close friend and advisor to the
late Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. in 1963,
Cleve served as the administrative chair for
the great March on Washington. Cleve’s
work epitomized the union’s philosophical
and organizational commitment to civil
rights that led King to describe District 65 as
‘‘the conscience of the labor movement.’’
Cleve also served as a commissioner of the
New York City Commission on Human
Rights under Mayors Wagner and Lindsay.
He was a life member of the NAACP since
1953, and a member of the boards of directors
of the southern Christian Leadership Con-
ference and the Martin Luther King, Jr.,
Center for Non-Violent Social Change. He
was a founding member of the New York
State Martin Luther King, Jr. Commission,
appointed by Governor Mario Cuomo as the
commission’s vice-chairman in 1985 and the
chairman in 1993.

Cleve was also a staunch supporter of the
African National Congress since the early
1960s and a close friend of the Congress of
South Africa Trade Unions [COSATU]. He
was a founder of the Labor Committee
Against Apartheid Coordinating Council, and
co-chair of the official visit of Nelson
Mandela to New York in 1990.

Cleve continually maintained close ties to
his native Jamaica, organizing relief efforts
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for hurricane victims and other support
projects. The government of Jamaica be-
stowed upon him numerous honors, including
the coveted Independence Day Award in 1992.

In 1993, Cleve was made an Honorary doc-
tor of Humane Letters by Brooklyn College
of the City University of New York.

Cleveland Robinson was an indefatigable
organizer and champion of workers’ eco-
nomic and civil rights for over forty years.
He dedicated his life’s work to the realiza-
tion of Dr. King’s ‘‘beloved community.’’ His
work was not deterred by the loss of his eye-
sight to glaucoma during the 1960s. It was
often said that Cleve may have lost his sight,
but that he was a man of great vision.

He is survived by his beloved family, his
wife of 18 years, the former Doreen McPher-
son; his sister, Myra Sinclair; his sons, Win-
ston and Noel, and daughter-in-law, Lucille;
his daughter, Barbara Stuart; and six grand-
children. His first wife, Susan Jenkins Rob-
inson, passed away in 1970.
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. Speak-
er, let me clearly say to my fellow colleagues
in the House that I strongly believe in the
sanctity of life, and it is with great reluctance
that I vote today for the Defense appropria-
tions conference report. I remain concerned
that the language of this conference report—
which would prohibit the use of abortions at
military medical facilities—will only go into af-
fect if the Defense authorization report con-
tains similar language. I have made it clear
that the Defense authorization conference
must not alter this important language.

As a member of the National Security Com-
mittee, however, I am also aware of the fact
that our party has committed to revitalizing our
defense, and this legislation is the key ele-
ment of fulfilling that promise. Defense spend-
ing has been cut by nearly 30 percent over
the past 5 years. Spending on procurement of
military hardware has fallen by almost 75 per-
cent over that same period of time. President
Clinton’s defense budget would slash another
$7 billion out of our national security. This bill
freezes spending at last year’s level, giving
our Armed Forces much needed resources in
these uncertain times.

I understand the concerns expressed by
some of my colleagues. But there is no reason
to expect that sending the bill back to con-
ference would result in strengthening the anti-
abortion language already in the bill. There is,
however, a very good chance that doing so
could deny our young men and women in uni-
form funds which are essential to their safety,
their training, and to the equipment which they
must have to do their job.

This is a difficult vote. But I have decided
that I must vote in favor of a strong national
defense today, and continue to work to protect
our unborn in the days, weeks, and months
ahead.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I urge those members
who serve on the Department of Defense au-
thorization conference committee—which is
meeting this week—to retain language which
will defend innocent life and provide for the
vital functions of our Nation’s defense at home
and abroad.
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Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-
ducing the Farms for the Future Act of 1995.
I have joined my friend Mr. GILCHREST in draft-
ing this bill to help fix a problem that threatens
the very essence of Thomas Jefferson’s vision
of our Republic: the family farm.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture Re-
source Inventory shows that the Nation is los-
ing over 1 million acres of productive farmland
each year to urban development. This rep-
resents a loss of topsoil roughly equivalent to
that being saved by Federal erosion control ef-
forts, including the Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram.

The land being lost is disproportionately
prime farmland with the highest productivity. In
many cases, it is irreplaceable as a source of
domestic fruit and vegetable production, 85
percent of which comes from counties near
expanding cities.

The loss of this land threatens our Nation’s
long-term ability to produce abundant inexpen-
sive food supply and compete in the global
agricultural market. Moreover, keeping this
land in agricultural production has additional
benefits, ranging from watershed and wildlife
habitat enhancement, to reducing the tax bur-
den on communities from wasteful urban
sprawl.

Since the late 1970’s, States and localities
have invested an estimated $650 million to
protect this resource—funds that went directly
into farmers’ pockets in exchange for volun-
tarily agreeing not to develop their property.
This has protected 400,000 acres of high-qual-
ity farmland, but a study by the American
Farmland Trust shows that for every farmer
the States can help, another six willing farm-
ers are disappointed. Meanwhile, the Federal
Government has contributed almost nothing.

This is wrong. A national problem of this
magnitude deserves national attention. The
State and local leaders in this effort deserve a
Federal partner. And the farmers who have
been turned away from State and local pro-
grams because of a lack of resources deserve
Federal support to help them meet their goals.

This Federal response should be governed
by two basic principles. First, Federal efforts to
conserve productive farmland must protect the
private property rights of farmers. Second, the
Federal Government should build upon exist-
ing and future State and local farmland preser-
vation efforts.

My bill does that by simply helping the exist-
ing State farmland conservation programs
more effectively serve the farmers and other
agricultural landowners who want to get the
equity out of their land without contributing to
urban sprawl. It would establish a matching
grant program to add Federal resources to this
State driven effort.

I urge my colleagues support of this legisla-
tion.
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose
the Defense appropriations conference report
for fiscal year 1996. With the severe cuts the
Republican majority is making in education,
environmental protection, housing programs,
and in other vital needs, increasing defense
spending by nearly $7 billion dollars more than
the Pentagon requested is not justified.

The security of the United States cannot be
provided for by simply increasing the number
of planes, bombers, and submarines. Eco-
nomic security, safety at work, and access to
quality health care are real elements of na-
tional security. How can we say the United
States is more secure with these appropria-
tions, while Medicare is being cut; while funds
are reduced for occupational safety for Amer-
ican workers; while educational programs are
gutted?

The conference report provides for more B–
2 stealth bombers, B–2’s that are not part of
the Pentagon’s request. That’s $493 million for
unnecessary planes while programs to assist
senior citizens are slashed. The report contin-
ues in this vein, with funding for the Seawolf
submarine, an increase in spending on Star
Wars missile defense, and billions more for
other weapons and programs.

At the same time as funding spirals upward
for uncalled for defense programs, the Repub-
lican majority is sacrificing funds for the United
States share of U.N. peacekeeping operations
and cutting United States assistance for the
demilitarization of the former Soviet Union.
The environment also takes a hit in this con-
ference report. Programs to clean-up environ-
mental contamination from past military activi-
ties and to improve current and future Defense
Department environmental awareness also re-
ceive less funding. This is short-sighted and
misses the aspects of security that comprise
our quality of life, a quality that is linked to the
environment in which we live.

Mr. Speaker, the security of the United
States is not served by this conference report.
We need smart people not just smart bombs!
Increasing spending on weapons and pro-
grams the Pentagon did not ask for does not
provide security for workers, students, chil-
dren, or senior citizens. I strongly urge a ‘‘No’’
vote on the Defense conference report.
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Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I want to take
this opportunity to thank Mr. Sanford
Rubenstein for his work as a delegate to the
1995 White House Conference on Small Busi-
ness. His contributions at the conference were
helpful in formulating a small business policy
agenda for the 21st Century. Mr. Rubenstein
participated in vital discussions that are critical
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